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Abstract 


A supersymmetric model with two copies of the Standard Model gauge groups 
is constructed in the gauge mediated supersymmetry breaking scenario. The 
supersymmetry breaking messengers are in a simple form. The Standard 
Model is obtained after first step gauge symmetry breaking. In the case of 
one copy of the gauge interactions being strong, a scenario of electroweak 
symmetry breaking is discussed, and the gauginos are generally predicted to 


be heavier than the sfermions. 
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The naturalness of the Standard Model (SM) implies new physics at the TeV energy scale 
[1]. The most attractive new physics would be dynamical electro-weak symmetry breaking 
(EWSB), as for example the technicolor scenario [2] if it did not have serious flavor changing 
neutral current (FCNC) problems. Furthermore, the heavy top quark needs the assistance of 
the top-color mechanism [3] in this scenario. Both technicolor and top-color ideas introduce 
new gauge interactions which are strong at the TeV scale. New hierarchy problems may 
arise because realistic models in this framework introduce scalar fields. 

Another beautiful new physics scenario is supersymmetry (SUSY) [4] which is broken 
dynamically [5]. It makes the grand unification theories (GUTs) [6] viable. There are indirect 
experimental evidences for GUTs from LEP and neutrino physics. The SUSY extension of 
the SM still suffers from certain problems [7]. It has been realized that SUSY breaking should 
occur in a hidden sector [8]. It was thus very simple to take gravity as the interaction which 
mediates SUSY breaking. However, in general the supergravity [7] case has FCNC problems. 
This problem can be avoided, if the energy scale of messenger physics is much lower than the 
Planck scale. Then it is simple to use gauge interactions to mediate SUSY breaking [9,10], 
with considerably low scales of SUSY breaking and messenger masses. However, this gauge 
mediated SUSY breaking (GMSB) suffers seriously from the so-called -problem [10,11]. 

Nature might be more complicated than we thought. In this paper, we consider a SUSY 
model which has two copies of the SM gauge groups. In addition to the above-mentioned 
difficulties in the new physics approaches, we especially note that the fermion mass pattern 
and CP violation have no full understanding. Ref. [12] proposed that SUSY might be used 
for an understanding of the flavor puzzle: the muon mass originates from the sneutrino 
vacuum expectation values (VEVs), whereas the tau mass originates from the Higgs VEV. 
To be consistent, later it was proposed [13] that the top quark obtains its mass mostly from 
some dynamical mechanism, namely the top-color mechanism. Furthermore this SUSY top- 
color model with GMSB is well-motivated since it has no FCNC problem. But it has some 
drawbacks. It is irrelevant to GUTs. And the SUSY breaking messengers are in a very 


complicated form. 


It will be interesting to consider models with SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1) xG gauge interactions, 
where G stands for an unspecified group. The SUSY breaking messengers are taken to be 
foundamental representations of SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1) and G. To be specific and without 
losing generality, in this paper we add one more SU(2) gauge interaction into the top- 
color like interactions. The gauge interactions are separately unifiable. The form of SUSY 
breaking messengers is relatively simple. We do not consider the fermion mass problem. 
One group of gauge interactions is not necessarily strong. There are other motivations for 
such theories [14-18]. 

We study a SUSY theory with the gauge group G1 x Gə in the framework of GMSB, 
where G; = SU(3); x SU(2); x U(1); (i = 1,2). The three coupling constants of Gi can be 
large, and those of Go are small at the TeV scale. The three generations of matter carry 
nontrivial quantum numbers of Gə only. These numbers are assigned in the same way as 
they are under the SM gauge group. 

Let us first discuss SUSY breaking. One gauge singlet chiral superfield X is introduced 


for this purpose with the following superpotential, 
Wo = — Susy , (1) 


where ususy is the SUSY breaking scale. The SUSY breaking is communicated to the 
observable sector through the gauge interactions by the messengers with SU (3); x SU(2); x 
U(1), x SU(3)2 x SU(2)2 x U(1)2 quantum numbers 


Ti; Ti — (3, 2, 4,1,1,0), Ti, T = (3, 2, -2,1,1,0); (2) 
Tə, T; = (1,1,0,3,2,4), Ts, Ty = (1,1,0,3,2, —§) 


which have direct interactions with X. The relevant superpotential is 


Wi = m (TT, -+ TiT;) + MTT; + m3(T> To + TIT) + ma ToT (3) 
+X (an T + enn), 


where cı and cz are coupling constants of order one, m; (j = 1 — 4) are mass parameters 


of the same order. It is required that m2/Mm4 4 cı/C2 so that the terms proportional to 


3 


mg and m4 cannot be eliminated by a shift in X. The model conserves the number of the 
messengers. In addition, the superpotential has a discrete symmetry of exchanging T° and 
T,. The introduction of SUSY breaking is a generalization of that given in Ref. [9]. 

The messenger fields are massive at tree level. Because the auxiliary component of the 
X field has non-vanishing VEV pugysy, SUSY breaking occurs in the fields T's and T's 
at tree level. 

It is via quantum effects that the messengers mediate SUSY breaking to the G4 and Gə 
sector. In the case of weak gauge interactions, the perturbation method based on the gauge 
coupling constant expansion is used to calculate soft SUSY breaking masses. Gauginos 


acquire masses mainly at one-loop order [9,10], 


(/) 2 
a,” Lsusy 
M in x =c ee 4 
MO Aq my’ (4) 


where a) = g? /4x with g being the gauge coupling constants of Gy (G2). And r = 1,2,3 
corresponding to the groups U(1), SU(2), and SU(3), respectively. The scalar particles of the 
matter fields in G4 and G% obtain soft masses at two-loop order (except for the messengers). 

In case G is strong, the corresponding soft masses cannot be calculated perturbatively. 


They should be the order of 


pe 
My. cy Gg . (5) 
Mı 


There might be a suppression factor which ranges 1 — 1/10, because nevertheless there is no 
tree-level interaction between these matter and X. 

The G1 x G2 gauge symmetries break down spontaneously to the SM, SU(3)1 x SU(3)2 > 
SU(3)-, SU(2), x SU(2)2 + SU(2)z and U(1); x U(1)2 —> U(1)y through a pair of Higgs 
superfields which are nontrivial under both G and Gg. Their SU(3); x SU(3)2 x SU(2), x 
SU(2)2 x U(1), x U(1)2 quantum numbers are assigned as follows, 

1(3,3,2,2,5,-5), %2(3,3,2.2-3,5), (6) 
Their scalar components develop VEVs. One gauge singlet superfield Y is introduced for 


the gauge symmetry breaking. The superpotential of them is written as follows, 
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Wy. = CY [Tr (8182) — u”), (7) 


where the trace is taken with regard to both SU(3), x SU(3)z and SU(2); x SU(2)s. u’ is 
the energy scale relevant to the gauge symmetry breaking, and c’ is the coupling constant. 
The way of introducing Y and X more naturally was discussed in Ref. [19] where this kind 
of field was taken to be composite. Note that the ®;’s have no direct interaction with the 


field X. They get soft masses 


ms, = Mag = ma ; (8) 
where 
2 1 2 2 Lgusy : 
ae t 
må = g Dlo? + 0) (attr) (9) 


in the weak interaction case. In the strong interaction case m@ is that given in Eq. (5). 


The VEVs of the ®; are written as 
(i) =vilg lh, and (®2,) = 213 8 hh, (10) 


where I; and J are the unit matrices in the space of SU(3), x SU(3)2 and SU(2); x SU(2)a, 


respectively. vı and vz are determined by the minimum of the following scalar potential: 


ito 


EOF (a? — 03)? + må (oR +08). (11) 


V = |d (3vivz — u”)? + 


It is easy to see that for c'u? > m4, 


1 me 1/2 
v = 0 = —= (e = ze) l (12) 


The coupling constants of the SM SU(3)e x SU(2)z x U(1)y are 


i E S O SNE i. a. 2a 
oa ey. ge ee wat 


cN (13) 
B g g gÉ g’ g3 g gF 


It is also easy to show that, orthogonal to the massless fields, the massive gauge bosons are 


E rAr + gA, / / 
A, = sane , with masses m, = yg? + gut + v3. (14) 


Note in the above expression, r is not summed. 
The full gaugino masses are determined by both the soft masses and the spontaneous 


gauge symmetry breaking. The gauge interactions of the Higgs fields ®; 2 are given by 
L= Tr (B} 2a, 2a + Dje 2H peT?) oaa 
D Vig Tr (Di, Anti + YIM, — ©}, Arve — VAt, ) (15) 
+V2ig) Tr (WAD, +B, Ayi — Pà, ®3, — Da AI) , 


where the V,’s are the gauge vector superfields of G,(G2), v1.2 stand for the fermionic 


components of ®ı 2. In more detail, we decompose ®; 9 as follows, 
Di = S oJ; Q Í + Di ols Q a + Piot” ®&) Tp + Prt” Q o°, (16) 


where o° (a = 1 — 3) and t® (a = 1 — 8) are Pauli and Gell-Mann matrices, respectively. 
It is the scalar components of ©? which get VEVs as written down in Eq. (10). It is then 
easy to see that the wf, combine A and the wf, combine ay to form the massive gaugino 
states for the SU(2)’s and SU(3)’s; and Y? combine AÙ for U(1)’s, after gauge symmetry 
breaking. Due to Eq. (7), the higgsino (voy + 12) / (ete and the fermionic component 
of Y form a massive Dirac higgsino state with mass c’ oP + 03. Considering the soft masses, 
we see that the mass matrices of the gauginos and the higgsino (viy — v2) / yo +o can 


be written as 


My, 0 Grif ve + U8 
M, = 0 My, gla v? + v2 i (17) 
Iry VI +V? gyvi + V3 0 


Any mass eigenstate is a mixture of the gauginos and the higgsinos. All the gauginos are 
massive. As expected, if the soft masses M), and My are both zero, the SM gauginos are 
massless. Soft masses are required to make the SM gauginos massive. It is interesting to 
note , however, if only one of the soft gaugino mass, say M), vanishes, the SM gaugino 


masses are still massive. Note that we have the freedom to add a mass term for ®, and 


®ə in Eq. (7), which gives nonzero contribution to the (3-3) entry in the matrix (17). Our 
previous considerations will be unaffected if this mass is not too large to break the gauge 
symmetry. 

Although the model we have described can be self-consistent, it is not complete from the 
GUT point of view. GUT partners of the messengers and the Higgs’ should be introduced. 
Note that although the messengers and the Higgs’ are in foundamental or bi-foundamental 
representations of Gi ® Gz, they are not necessarily in foundamental representations of 
unified groups. If G; unifies into SU(5), they are in 10-representation of SU(5). On the 
other hand, if G; unifies into SO(10), they are part of the foundamental representation. For 


the messengers, the following partner fields are introduced, 


Te, The = (1,1,2,1,1,0), Tie, Tie = 2 
Tiu, Tia = (3,1, —4,1,1,0), Tiu, Tia = (3,1, 10) (18) 
Toe, The = (1,1,0,1,1,2), Toe, The = (1, 1,0,1,1, —2); 
Tasim = (LL03 = Tas y=) 


They will be generally denoted as Teyr and Teyr. Similarly for the Higgs’, we introduce 
their GUT partners Pıgyr and ®2gyr. For all these fields, we trivially write down mass 


terms in the superpotential, 


Ws = Mtgy7(TeurT our) + Macur Tt (®icur®2cur) - (19) 


Both Tgur’s and ®gyr’s are just GUT partner fields of the messengers and the Higgs’. MToyr 
is about ~ m; in Eq. (3), and mo,,,, ~ mo. These partner fields are not messengers and 
Higgs’s themselves, because they do not play any role in SUSY breaking mediation and 
gauge symmetry breaking. 

Numerically we consider two cases of the gauge coupling constants. Unifications in G4 
and in G% are implied, although we do not study such unifications in any detail in this paper. 
To be natural, the Gi x Go gauge symmetry breaking scale v is required to be at (1 — 10) 
TeV. The first case is that g, and g/ are at the same order. From Eq. (13), we see that 


they should be close to the values of the SM gauge coupling constants at the energy scale v, 
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namely gr ~ gj. ~ 0.1. The second case is that the g,’s are much larger than the g/.’s. Only 
the g/⁄’s are close to the SM couplings, g, >> gj). ~ 0.1. In any case, ugusy and m,’s are taken 
to be about (100 — 1000) TeV. Hence messengers T;’s have masses around (100 — 1000) TeV. 
The soft masses of the three generation matters are about 100 GeV. In the first case, the 
soft masses of the ®; 9 are about (100 — 1000) GeV. By taking pi’ ~ (1— 10) TeV, we obtain 
v ~ (1 — 10) TeV. The soft masses of the ®2 do not play a significant role. The gauge 
symmetry breaking basically determines the mass pattern. The gauginos corresponding to 


My ~ (100 — 1000) GeV. The 


the broken groups, which eat the higgsinos, are of masses ~ g\ 


mass matrix (17) results in SM gaugino masses of about ~ M ao ~ 100 GeV. 

The second case is more interesting. Because G4 is strong, the ©; are as heavy as 100 
TeV. Taking u’ ~ 100 TeV in Eq. (12), it is seen that through tuning, we can have v ~ 10 
TeV. The gauginos of G4 are about (10 — 100) TeV. The G2 gauginos which largely mix with 
the higgsinos are ~ giv ~ 1 TeV. In this case the gauginos are generally heavier than those 
of the first case. 

Now let us discuss EWSB. A pair of Higgs superfields H, and Hg which are nontrivial 
only under G» are introduced. They are just the SM-like two Higgs doublets in Gj. The 
soft masses of them, similar to that of the three generation matter, are generated at the 
two-loop level, ~ 100 GeV. After gauge symmetry breaking G1 x G2 —> SM, also like the 
three generation matter, those Higgs doublets have the expected quantum numbers in the 
SM. The p-term and B,-term are essential for EWSB. As usual, we do not assume direct 
interactions of the electroweak Higgs and X. They can be introduced straightforwardly in 
the ways discussed in models with SM gauge groups [9-11,19,20]. With the correct u- and 
B,-terms, the large top quark Yukawa coupling radiatively induces EWSB. 

In the second case of gauge couplings discussed above, we find that ©, and ®, play 
very useful roles in EWSB. We introduce the following nonrenormalizable interaction in the 


superpotential 


1 
W3 = aT (®,®2)Tr (HaHa), (20) 


v2 


where the coupling c” ~ O(1). It results in that y ~ — ~ 1 TeV. Note that this super- 
u 


a= 
potential does not produce a B,-term at tree level. The B,,-term should be in the form 


of 
c” XTr (H,Ha) (21) 


with a very small effective coupling constant c” ~ 1074. Then B, ~ c" ususy. c" may be 
understood as originating from W3 at the two loop-level, as shown in Fig. 1. From the 


figure we obtain 
B „\2 1 a 
~ (*) = (ar) ~ 1 TeV, (22) 


after taking a, to be O(1). 
In summary, we have proposed a SUSY SU(3); x SU(2); x U(1)1 x SU(3)2 x SU(2)2 x 
U(1)2 model with GMSB. The messenger fields Th) and Tia, the Higgs fields ®; and ®, 


are in simple forms. The superpotential is given as 
W = Wo + Wi + Wo + W. (23) 


The SM is obtained after gauge symmetry breaking. In the case that SU(3), x SU(2), x 
U(1), is strong, an EWSB scenario has been discussed. This model predicts additional 
gauge bosons, gauginos and Higgs particles with masses ranging from 100 GeV to 100 TeV 
depending on the choices of gauge coupling constants. In the interesting case of G, being 
strong, the SM gaugino masses are predicted to be about 1 TeV which are generally heavier 
than the sfermions and higgsinos in the SM. Future exeriments will check this type of models. 

Several final remarks are in order. (i) The model can be extended to have unifications 
in G and in Gp» separately. The unification of strong Gi avoids the Landau pole problem. 
It should occur at the energy scale not far above the messenger scale ~ 100 TeV. However, 
the introduction of Higgs fields ©; adds many flavors into the model. It makes both Gj 
and Go being non-perturbative at 100 TeV. This non-perturbative unification is beyond the 


scope of this work. The values of the SM coupling constants are almost fully determined 
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by those of Gə. Therefore the unification of G2 will explain the observed unification of the 
gauge coupling constants in the minimal SUSY SM. 

(ii) Nontrivial fermion mass origin can be considered in case G4 is strong. We may move 
the third family matter fields into G4. A non-SUSY version of G1 x Gə should be studied in 
this case. Note that if we switch off the strong SU(2) in G4, our model looks like a SUSY 
top-color model [13], but with a simpler messenger structure. 

(iii) The relation of the SUSY breaking scale and the G x Gy gauge symmetry breaking 
scale should be studied further, especially considering that in the strong G case, Jigugy ~ p. 
We have noted that certain cancellation can be made by tuning py’ in Eq. (12). But this is 
not a fine tuning. It is natural in the sense of ’t Hooft. With such a tuning, a small number, 
namely a lower energy scale can be generated. 

(iv) As having been noted after Eq. (17), if Wy = 0, SM gauginos are still massive. 
Therefore generally speaking, TO and p9 fields, as well as their GUT partners are not 
necessary to make the models phenomenologically viable. 

(v) The discussion on EWSB was not satisfactory, because it relies on complicated or 
non-renormalizable interactions. In the case of G, being strong, new matter or the third 
family matter can be introduced in the G; sector. Because of GMSB, the superpartners in 
this sector are very heavy ~ 100 TeV. They decouple at (1 — 10) TeV energy scale. At this 
low energy scale the fermions, on the other hand, can form condensates due to the strong 
gauge interactions. Thus, there exists a possibility that EWSB occurs dynamically in this 


framework. 
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FIG. 1. Two-loop generation of the B, term. 
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